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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a Non Final Office Action in response to the application filed 
February 6, 2002. Claims 1-40 are pending. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on February 6, 2002 is in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Specification 

3. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 
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The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the length exceeds the 
maximum allowable word count. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 10-20 and 24-39 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

5. Claim 40 is allowed. 

6. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: The cited prior art fails to teach the total combination of all the limitations and 
functionality of claim 40. The closest prior art references are Comny et al (US 

6,101 ,480), Zweben et al (US 6,216,109) and Hotaling et al (US 5,124,912). Comny 
teaches storing meeting automation properties for scheduled meetings as well as 
calculating a conflict score (see claim 7 for art citations) and list of potential times or 
best fit times for meeting insertion and rescheduling (see claim 1 for art citations). 
Hotaling teaches allowing attendees to leave early (see claim 4 for art citations). 
Zweben teaches calculating a conflict score (column 6, lines 13-15) as well and 
weighting the relative importance of the various factors associated with rescheduling 
(column 5, lines 60-65). Neither Comny, Zweben nor Hotaling teach individually or in 
combination the limitations of claim 40 that include: a move premium value, a shorten 
premium value, a leave premium value and a plurality of approval options for moving, 
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and shortening in combination with an attendee selected notification options for 
moving, shortening and for allowing attendees to leave early. For this reason, claim 40 
is allowed over the prior art references. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

8. Claims 1-3, 5-7 and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Comny et al (US 6,101,480). 

As per claims 1 , 5 and 21 , Comny teaches an electronic calendar meeting 
scheduling program (hereinafter referred to as "program") storing meeting automation 
properties defined for each scheduled meeting (See Figure 1: database (200) contains 
the user profiles, user calendar files and names and addresses which are used in 
conjunction with the server (204) and the user system (206) to schedule meetings); the 
program utilizing said stored meeting automation properties identifying a solution time 
block for automated meeting insertion and rescheduling (Fit determination unit (306) 
and best fit determination unit (308) are used to schedule the meetings, taking into 
consideration attendee conflicts); and the program utilizing said stored meeting 
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automation properties to change conflicting scheduled meeting for said identified 
solution time block for automated meeting insertion and rescheduling (column 4, lines 
56-67, where the best fit determination unit (308) is used to determine the next best fit 
for a meeting once a conflict is encountered.). 

As per claim 2, Comny teaches the program utilizing stored meeting automation 
properties to change each conflicting meeting includes the program moving each 
conflicting meeting from the identified solution time block to a different time block (As 
noted in Figure 4-5, alternate times are viewed to determine unavailability time and then 
recommended times are provided as those that are the next best fit.). 

As per claim 3, Comny teaches the program moving each conflicting meeting 
includes the program changing a meeting length of one of the conflicting meeting 
(Comny teaches the parameters for the best fit search are entered into the GUI in 
Figure 5 by the user and can be modified to accommodate the recommended times 
found. These parameters include duration of the event as indicated in column 7, lines 
60-66). 

As per claims 6 and 22, Comny teaches the program stores meeting attendee 
automation properties defined for each attendee of each meeting (invitee profile (202) is 
stored in the profile database (300) which contains the invitee's availability time); and 
the program utilizes the properties and stored meeting attendee to identify the solution 
time block for automated meeting insertion and rescheduling (See Figure 5 where the 
best fit determination unit solves for the best fit time slot (column 1 , lines 57-59) and 
proposes recommended times for the meeting (15)). 
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As per claims 7 and 23, Comny teaches the program utilizing the stored 
automation properties to calculate a conflict score and action list for each potential time 
block for automated meeting insertion and rescheduling (Comny calculates an 
unavailability value, column 6, lines 46-54, which represents conflicts with attendees for 
the meeting being scheduled and therefore constitutes a type of conflict score. As noted 
in Figure 6, there is a list of attendees and their respective availability time as indicated 
by the color coded keys at the bottom. With each person that is unavailable the system 
has to find the next best time that fits their schedule. This listing of names with coded 
availability time represents an action list as these people require the action of finding 
another suitable time for the meeting); and the program utilizes the conflict score and 
action list to identify the solution time block for automated meeting insertion and 
rescheduling (the unavailability values are used in conjunction with the attendee 
calendar information in the best fit determination unit to find the solution time block for 
rescheduling the meeting as previously indicated in claim 7 (column 1 , lines 57-59)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Comny et 
al (US 6,101 ,480) in view of Hotaling et al (US 5,124,912). 
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As per claim 4, Comny does not explicitly teach a leave early function. Hotaling 
teaches that it is known that the program moves each conflicting meeting which 
includes enabling an attendee leave early function with as least one conflicting meeting 
(column 7, lines 30-38 where the act of blocking and unblocking the attendee allows for 
them to leave the meeting early and return later). Hotaling is an analogous art as it also 
teaches about scheduling optimization. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the scheduling system of 
Comny with the leave early function of Hotaling to provide means for capturing accurate 
attendance at the meeting. 

11. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Comny et 
al (US 6,101,480) in view of Zweben et al (US 6,216,109). 

As per claim 8, Comny teaches the conflict score (as previously indicated in 
claim 7) but does not explicitly teach a calculated move score. Zweben teaches that it is 
known to calculate a move score for each meeting altered for automated meeting 
insertion and rescheduling (column 6, lines 11-29, where the system scores a schedule 
based upon the relative importance of each constraint and the degree of violation of 
each constraint and an optimal schedule is selected based upon the scores determined. 
Zweben teaches a constraint can include any condition, requirement, limitation or 
exception (column 14, lines 23-29). This constitutes a move score since a move score 
encompasses the number of attendees and type of attendee (required vs optional) 
requiring the move as well as those requiring approval which would all be encompasses 
in the constraints of Zweben.). Zweben is an analogous art as it also teaches about 
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scheduling optimization. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to modify the scheduling system of Comny with the 
move score feature of Zweben to provide means for assessing the best change in 
meeting parameters as indicated by causing the least moves. 

As per claim 9, Comny teaches scoring based upon attendees (column 9, lines 
55-56 where it is specified whether the attendee is required or optional and column 2, 
lines 29-33 where there is weighting associated with required attendees which indicates 
a difference in scoring as a function of the type of attendee.). Comny does not explicitly 
teach a move score. Zweben teaches the move score (as previously indicated in claim 
8). 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The following art also teaches scheduling optimization: Levinson 
(US 6,047,260), Elzinga et al (US 2003/0065544), Vincent (US 5,050,077), Fitzpatrick et 
al (US 5,774,867), Levinson (US 7,027,996), "Experience with a learning personal 
assistant" by Mitchell et al, School of Computer Science, Carnegie Mellon University, 
white paper, Communications of the ACM, July 1994; "Toward Intelligent Meeting 
Agents" by Chen et al, IEEE, 1996; and "Supply Chain planning optimization: Just the 
facts" by Larry Lapide, www. e-optim ization . com . 1998. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Linda Krisciunas whose telephone number is 571-272- 
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6931 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 6:30 am to 
3:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on 571-272-6729. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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